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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -26 have been examined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-3, 7, 9-14, 18-20, 21, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Implementing Oracle Workflow, Published in 1999, Known hereafter as 
Mathieson in view of US 2004/0187127 (Gondi). 

4. Claim 1 is rejected for the following reasons: 
Mathieson Teaches: 

1. A method of committing a transaction to a database, the method comprising: creating an 
electronic record; (Figure 1 Shows that the record contains transaction data using the broadest 
reasonable interpretation } executing a rule associated with the record to determine whether an 
electronic signature is required to connote review and/or approval of the electronic 
record, (Figures 3 and 51 requesting the electronic signature based on a determination that an 
electronic signature is required ( Figure 3 } 
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However, Mathieson fails to expressly disclose: intercepting the transaction data from the 
database transaction, the transaction being an atomic action that initiates the transaction and 
checks that all requirements are fulfilled before committing the transaction in order to commit 
the database transaction to the database. Yet, this feature would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention as it is taught by Gondi figure 1 and 
paragraphs 0020, 0021, and 0023 to provide the advantage of making all or none of the 
transaction committed. 

5. Claim 2 is rejected for the following reasons: 

2. The method of claim 1 wherein the electronic record comprises data generated from multiple 
tables of the database. ( Matieson comprises multiple tables, and by incorporating the data from 
these tables would result in Maintaining a complete record. } 

6. Claim 3 is rejected for the following reasons: 

3. The method of claim 1 wherein the electronic record is stored in a common repository of 
electronic records that provides an audit trail that cannot be altered or disabled by users of the 
database. (Mathieson Figures 1 1 and 12, 1 teach a secure audit trail for the database objects, 
which inherently cannot be altered or disabled as it is used for proof of users signatures} 



7. Claim 7 is rejected for the following reasons: 

7. The method of claim 1 further comprising the step of displaying at least some of the 



transaction data in the electronic record on a computer display and requesting the electronic 
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signature based on the determination that an electronic signature is required (Mathieson Page 2 
signature is applied to a field in the document} 

8. Claim 9 is rejected for the following reasons: 

9. The method of claim 1 further comprising obtaining and verifying the electronic 
signature (Mathieson Inherently must check to see if the password is correct see page 2} 

9. Claim 10 is rejected for the following reasons: 

10. The method of claim 1 wherein the rule requires a plurality of different electronic signatures 
and wherein, if execution of the rule results in a determination that a plurality of electronic 
signatures arc required, requesting the plurality of electronic signatures prior to committing the 
data to the database. (Mathieson Figure 3} 

10. Claim 11 is rejected for the following reasons: 

11. The method of claim 9 wherein, if the electronic signature is rejected or otherwise cannot be 
obtained, the transaction is rolled-back and not committed to the database, (it is inherent that 
the database manager would not allow a transaction to be committed wherein an electronic 
signature was rejected, which would result in a roll- back, Gondi figure 1 } 



1 1 . Claim 12 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 1 rejection. 
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12. Claim 13 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 2 rejection. 

13. Claim 14 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 3 rejection. 

14. Claim 18 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 9 rejection. 

15. Claim 19 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 1 rejection. 

16. Claim 20 is rejected for the following reasons: 

20. The computer program of claim 19 wherein the code for creating an electronic record creates 
electronic records in response to the occurrence of a predefined event. {Mathieson figures 2 and 
3} 

17. Claim 21 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 3 rejection. 



18. Claim 25 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 9 rejection. 
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19. Claims 4- 6, 15-17, and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mathieson in view of Gondi in further view of 2001/0002485 known hereafter as Bisbee 
and "Integrating XML and Databases" known hereafter as Bertino. 

20. Claims 4 and 5 are rejected for the following reasons: 

Mathison and Gondi fail to expressly disclose the use of XML Documents. Bisbee also teaches 
the objects being XML documents, para 71 . Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to use XML as a well-known standard which provides the advantage of being 
easily supported. However, it is not expressly stated in the above mentioned references how the 
data is stored within the database. Bertino teaches the storage of an unstructured XML document 
as a column of a table as a CLOB datatype, page 86 col 1 . Thus, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include these features as it provides 
an organized method for storing the objects. 

Also note, "Oracle Workflow Release 2.6.2 Business Event System and PL/SQL Development 
Guidelines" teaches that Oracle Workflow typically uses XML Documents on page 15. 

21 . Claim 6 is rejected for the following reasons: 

6. The method of claim 5 wherein XML fields of the data are filled with the transaction data 
based on a predefined mapping of a data type definition to multiple data sources. {See Bertino, 
The formatting of data into an XML file is inherently done using the mapping of a DTD to 
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multiple data sources, as the DTD defines how data is mapped and related in the XML file} 

22. Claim 15 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 4 rejection. 

23. Claim 16 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 5 rejection. 

24. Claim 17 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 6 rejection. 

25. Claim 22 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 4 rejection. 

26. Claim 23 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See claim 5 rejection. 

27. Claim 24 is rejected for the following reasons: 

28. See claim 6 rejection. 

Claim 8 rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mathieson in view of Gondi 
in further view of Bisbee in view of Official Notice. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/73 1 ,655 
Art Unit: 2169 



Page 8 



29. Claim 8 , as best understood, is rejected for the following reasons: 

8. The method of claim 7 wherein the transaction data in the electronic record is displayed 
according to a predefined layout set forth in an XSL style sheet and wherein the data further 
comprises a copy of the electronic record as displayed in a second column of the database table. 

Bisbee teaches XML for formatting the data and having data that contains copies {Para 100}, but 
fails to expressly disclose how the data is presented to the user, and the data being stored in 
tables. The examiner takes official notice that the use of XSL to provide a layout for displaying 
XML documents was well known at the time of the invention, as was the ability to store data in 
tables. Thus it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to do so a XSL is the 
language for determining XML document presentation and store data in tables. 

30. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mathieson in 
view of Gondi in further view of Bisbee and Bertino and Official Notice. 

3 1 . Claim 26 is rejected for the following reasons: 

26. A method of committing a transaction to a database, the method comprising: intercepting 
transaction data from a database transaction to create an electronic record prior to committing 
the associated database transaction to the database in response to the occurrence of a 
predetermined event ^See Claims 1 and 20 rejections) , wherein the electronic record comprises 
the transaction data stored as a well-formed XML document (See claims 4 and 5 rejection) in a 
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character large-object (CLOB) format of a column of a database table; storing the electronic 
record in a common repository of electronic records that provides an audit trail that cannot be 
altered or deleted by users of the system; (see claim 3 rejection! executing a rule associated with 
the electronic record to determine whether an electronic signature is required to connote review 
and/or approval of the electronic record in order to commit the database transaction to the 
database; (see claim 1 rejection) and if execution of the rule results in a determination that an 
electronic signature is required, (i) displaying the transaction data in the electronic record 
according to a predefined layout set forth in an XSL style sheet associated with the electronic 
record and storing a copy of the transaction data as displayed in a character large-object (CLOB) 
format of a second column of the database tabic and (ii) requesting, obtaining and verifying the 
electronic signature prior to committing the transaction into a database. {See claim 9 rejection} 
and committing the transaction in response to verifying the electronic signature {Sec claim 1 
rejection} 

Bisbee teaches the objects being XML documents, Para 71, however it is not expressly stated 
how the data is stored within the database. Cheng teaches the storage of an XML document as a 
column of a table as a CLOB data type. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to include these features in the invention of Bisbee as it 
provides a organized method for storing the objects. 

Bisbee also fails to teach the use of XSL for displaying XML documents. The examiner takes 
official notice that the use of XSL to provide a layout for displaying XML documents was well 
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known at the time of the invention. Thus it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to do so a XSL is the language for determining XML document presentation. 
Bisbee para 33 teaches copies of the object being signed and stored and 106 teaches using 
versioning, however it fails to mention these documents being stored in a second column of a 
database table as a clob. The act of using a clob is discussed above, and the examiner takes 
official notice that it was well known in the art to store updated versions of a document in a table 
with a column for each version. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to include this feature, as it would provide organized structure to the 
objects. 



Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 29 May 2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to the applicant's arguments that the combination of references for claim 1 
does not teach "intercepting transaction data from the database transaction to create an electronic 
record prior to committing the associated database transaction to the database", the arguments 
have been considered, but are not deemed persuasive. Gondi teaches putting transaction 
messages into a queue until the messages are committed. This queue intercepts the transaction 
until the transactions are committed. If the transaction does not commit the completed units of 
work in the transaction can be rolled back. Therefore, the combination of Gondi with Mathieson 
teaches the recited limitation. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/73 1 ,655 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2169 

In response to the applicant's arguments that the combination of references for claim 1 
does not teach "executing a rule associated with the electronic record to determine whether an 
electronic signature is required to connote review of the electronic record in order to commit the 
database transaction to the database", the arguments have been considered, but are not deemed 
persuasive. Matheison teaches executing a rule to determine if an electronic signature is required 
to connote review of a record as disclosed in the rejection. Gondi is used to disclose the 
committing of transactions and tying multiple units of work together to be associated with a 
single transaction. When looking at the Matheison reference, one of those units of work would 
be checking if a electronic signature is required. Therefore the combination of both references 
teaches the recited limitation. One cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d413,208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 
(Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jacob F. Betit whose telephone number is (571)272-4075. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 10:30 am to 6:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tony Mahmoudi can be reached on (571 ) 272-4078. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

jfb 

2 Sep 2008 

/Neveen Abel-Jalil/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2165 



